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4', ABSTRACT

I. Introduction:

This abstract is not to be taken as, nor Shoul& it.be construed as, a

summary or overview of all Of the findings of the Report. It'should not be
it

''read without either .8:complete reading of the accompanying Report or at least

extensive reference to it. The reader is further advised .to keePAn mind that

any research report is an abstraction from reality, and that therefore any

i

s-

0

abstract is a further abstraction fkm reality.

II. Faculty attitud6e-towards community colleges and.Cypress

The majority of the sample expressed extremely positive and enthusiastic

feelings towards the concept of community colleges in'general. There were only

7 negative responses in the entire'eample of N=92. The remainder of the responses

were either neutral, blank (no answer), or expressed that some aspects of community

colleges would 'e improved. However,.these latter answers were by and large

also positive. One can therefore say that about 3/4 of the faculty have positive

feelings about,the,concept of community colleges in general, although a few of

.
\._.

them feel that there are certain aspects which,could be improved.
-,

, --N
. ,

, A'little over half of the sample expressed positive feelings towards Cyptess

College and in general felt that'it is a good example of a community college, :

: .

although they were not as enthusiastic about'Cypress College as they were about

s

e concept .of community colleges in 'general. About 1/4.-oi'' the sample expressed
. .

.

ne ative feelinge'towards Cypress College; and the remainder.ofthe sample consisted
.

'aN

N. ,
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of neutral responses, blanIcs (no answers), ,or responses indicating that Cypress

could beimproved. Again_tbese latter responses were by and large alsb positive,

and.One can therefore say that about 60% of the faculty have pos tive feelings

towards Cypress, although a f* of them feel that there are cert in aspects

which cpuld.be-improved. . s

\

III. Faculty attitudes towards the administration.

Half of the sample expressed ne ative feelings towards the administration,

although it was not the same half as had expressed negative feelings towards

the House'Plan. About 28% of the sample expressed positive feelings, although

with some r9servations, while the remainder of the sample were either neutral,

or did riot answer, or expressed mixed feelings. It was found that those Who had

expressed negative feelings towards the administration also tended to be less

positive in their feelings towards eommunity colleges and Cypress College, and

tended to give more negaitive responses to the stimulus "The House Plan."

The readeris again urged to read the complete Report and to remember that

this abstract id not Meant in any way to be a complete listing or summary of

the findings.

o



THE CONCEPT. OF THE HOUSE

Bigness in education has the adyantages of efficiency, and

economy, but also its disadvantages -- the greatest of which is

the tendenCy of the student to become indistinguishable and

Breaking up the bigness idto more educative, manageable

$1d sociologically acceptablq_groups is the essence of the House

?len.

Architectural response:

A. Each House, serving from 400 to 1000 students, will
be located at a pedestrian node,

B. .<.Each House has. its min conveniently located:parking, areas.

C. The House is a place where,(1) student meets student;
(2) ptofessor-Meet professor, and even more important;
(3) student meets professor in an Informal, relaxed
atmosphdre. ;

D. Spaces.within the House consist of student- faculty
lounge, seminars, snack bar-kitchen, library, carrels,
student officers' office; offices for faculty
associates and counselors, terraces, etc..

Oa.

E. The House permits more persotkalized student services.

-

0.

a.)
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1. INTRODUCTION

1,

P

This report is part of a multi-phase, multi -method study of the House

44-

Plan. Previous reports in this series concerns (1) characteristics of new

`students and (2) the student experience at Cypress. Sitce a vital part of

any college is A:tis faculty, I decided that a study of faculty attitudes

towards the HouselPlan would'be centra14relevant to the overall Plan

1.

fr

study. This report then concerns faculty attitudes towards various aspects

of Cypress College, including but 'not limited to the House Plan.

Early in April, 1476, a stratified random sample of the full-time

,teaching faculty was drawn using a iltsdom number table, with a jorojected

sample site of N=100.
I

Stratification'was done aldng Division lines; that

'is a random sampling of the faculty within each Division was one, with the
/

number sampled from .each Division being proportional to that DivisidTi's over-

all size.' I want to parenthetically note that such stratification can be done

along several dimensions; for example, the sample could have been etratitied

according to such things as sex, race, leitth of time at Cypress, etc.. In

general, however, stratification is done in order to control forcertain

variables which the researcher feels may possibly, be relevant.- In this ease,

.1

N=100 would have been the size of the, sample had everybody whose name was
'drawn for inclusion in the sample responded. In actuality, 92% responded,
so actual sample.size)was N=92. See page 2.

' 10



2.

since it is the House Plan, being atudied, And since each Division is associated

,

with a House, then the logical stratification seemed to be Division membership.' .

Note that the projected sample size of N-100 is approXimately 50% of the

populhtion of full-time teaching faculty. In general,,randomly-drawn samples

need not be such'a large fractiOn of the population size; usually 10% Is

considered adequate. In this case, however, the projected sample size of g=100

was used in orderto take advantage of certain mathematical properties of large

sample sizes; such as the Law of Large Numbers.

Y 4

'Obvimisiy, in this stu'y, in order to.make use of the properties of

randomness and of large *umbers, response percentage was crucial. The final

, .

number of responses was 92 which is, of course, 92% of the projected sample

size. Since the 85 of non - responses is Cliii,the acceptable range of.saffipling '
,

-- , .

error, and since the 8 non-responses were distributethroughout the varibus
i

strata of the sample and were not concentrated in any one Division, then it is
7

probably safe to assume that these 92 responses can be taken as a random sample

of the faculty and thereforeprobably as representative of the faculty.2

Factors'whichcontributed to the high p tage of responses obtained

,

were probably the following:

1. The'questionnhires were mailed:to the faculty with a cover letter

,which included a detailed (and sincere) statment of how the c,pnfidentiality of
e

their responses would-be protected-

2. Jibe questionnailewas one page in length and did not include
\
any com-

plicated instructions.

3. Extensive follo'4,-up wahvone, botl} by mail and by personal contact.

2
Confidence limits will be discussed later. See pages 11,12,16,M38,and 39.

.0
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The research instrument

3.

Figure 1. slows the research instrument which was used,. There are several

ortaat, features of'it:

Note that-in general, it is an instance of a class of tests called

"prpjecti -" tests, WOch are usedtin .clinical psychology as diagnostic tests

and abnormal personality traits.,3 Weore, of course,, not inter-
,

for bOtli norma

-

ested in this

meads of ta

.which

ANA

articular use of projective tests, but rather in their use as a

Tie feature of projective tests

their "open-endednedd." In this

A4.

ng into attitudinal-structures.

ds itself to attitudinal research is

ar type'of projective test, comMbnlic

_the answer

flown as the "complete-scsentence"

,instructed to complete sentences, the beginnings of "which'
6,042

are certain types of stimulus words or-phlses. 'This
0
contrasts with the'usUal .

,

9

sort of multiple-chbice'or fill-intheLblank typestof questions'more commonly

used in-srvey research: I./as that
.

an open-e411 test would be more useful

V(
in this case (faculty attitudes) for the folloWing reasons:.

a. The loss of information in projective tests is ar less than in
.

.
-

,r1/

objective 41 tests; i.e., given an answer to andopen-ended - question -4
4 f

''. . . , 1
(or stimulus, as imthts ease), it is always' Possi:ble.td codeit :--

.. f,

into-categories. If, however; the test is so constructed. such. that to
,

,
answerer is "forced".tO chooseamong a number of pre -coded -response

, s
,

\c categories, such as "slightly agree'," .'.'strongly agree,v etp., then the
. I, . i \.k,

. attitudesIbehind.such Choices are,irrtrieMily lost.,. \

4k
3For discussions aid examples of projective tests, bothrootplete-a-sentence and

-

other types, see Rapaport,-(1968),,WOlman (1985); Rorsehach-(1j21), Morgan and
.Murray (1935); Machover (1948,1951), Bender (1934,1946), Tendler,(1193p), Rohde (106),
Lindzey (1961), Hotter and'Fafferty4950), Forer (1950), Sachs are Lety (1950),
Jung (1918), Hanfmann.and Getzeli3 (/553)'., 'Sanford et al (1943); and 6teir01947). '

12 -, .
r

N,,0-':I

r. .
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Community Colleges

0

Figure, 1.

.

typiess College

The House Plan

The thing I like about the House Plan is

°

Tie thing I don't like aboixtthe House Plan is

°

9

The administration here

13
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I realize that such forced-choice., closed response categories are also constructed
for ease in, coding; however, it also seems,to be the case that, researchers who
use these firmly belielm_that their response categories do in fact cover the
entire spectrum of possible answers.

5

(IL

. Open-ended answers alloW for possible responses which the researcher

may not have thought. of. That id,'"objective" tests;which use

forced - choice closed response categories is that of trying to decide

a priority and usually in. the face of very little empirical data the

sorts of answers which might "reasonably" be given by a respondent.

'Thns 5, tests which use such response categories as "strongly agree,"

* .

."moderately agree," etc. (or numbers which supposedly but ln actuality

' do not corresp9nd to these categories) make the assumption that these

-categories wi4:2overthe entire spectrum of, fOr example, attitudes.
4

to open-ended response categories, in contrast, 1p such assumption is

made, and in allowing the respondent to express exactly how he or she

feels, an, therefOre allow for the possibly of answers which otherwise

-might not be obtainable:with respect to both the type of attitude

being expressed and the intensity of it. For example, one of the

responses to the stimulus "Community Colleges" suggested that the

iespondant felt that one of the functions for which a college is being,

used is as a pasttime for housewives who might otherwise hp.ve nothing

much to do. This is the sort of -response yhich is unexpected and there-

fore contributes in this case to the range of possible functions of a

community college. For another example of the advantage of open-ended
T

response'cdtegories in attitudinal resear5h, consider that a response

,

4

1.4

4 N.

Jo.
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to the stimulus "Community College" such as "I'm hold on them 100%:"

could hardly be captured by'having the respondent choose among cate-

gories such as "strongly agree," "moderately agree," etc.

On the other hand, openrended categories do present,difficulties in coding and

summarizing; however, such coding can be done by ,a linguist trained in semantics

and conversational structures.

2. The research instrument was designed,to incorporate the 'linguistici-

feature of sequential implicativeness. .That is, from the ethnomethodologists and

the conversation:analysts (see Garfinkel, 1967; Sacks;'1968-1975; Davidson, 1975),

it is known that conversation proceeds sequentially; that is, a given utterance

is produced and interpreted not in isolation, but rather as an item in a partic-

ular sequence. In the research instrument under Consideration, this feature of

sequential implicativeness was used in the placement of the stimulus phrases;

i.e., the aim was to discover attidudes towards, e.g.., the House Plan in. light

'of the Individual's attitudes towards community colleges in general and to

discover his or her attitudes towards the administration in light of his or her

attitudes towards the House Plan, and further back, towards community colleges.

This of course assumes that most people will answer the questionnaire from to

to bottom, and there was'in fact a great deal of empirical evidence that this

was the case:

This feature of the questionnaire (the sequencing of the

incidentally independent of its projective feature. That is.,

in general may or-may ribt be designed such that the items are

timulus items) is

projective tests

in a specified

order.

I want to further parenthetically note that sequential implicativeness

does not imply causal implicativeness; that is,.merely because a given item "Y"
6.

is answered as part of a sequence of which item "X" is a prior partdoes not

owt1 15.
116.
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mean that one can thereby say that "X causes Y." In this queStionnaire,,for

example, we do not want to'construe that a person's attitude

Plan is caused by his or her attitude toward- Cypress College

items were placed in a given ,order. The particular ordering

toward the, House

merely because the

of items used in

this questionnaire is a constructed, imposed ordering devised for the pa?ticular

, purposes of this study, and this ordering may or may not correspond to causal

ordering. 1,

ti
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e Faculty attitudes towards community colleges .

-

. .

The first stimulus item on the questionnaire was "Community Colleges."

8.

7 V

A semantic analysis, using a few categories as possible, gives the following

'breakdown:

Positive responses: 57 (61.96%)

Negative responses:' 7 ( 7.61%)

Neutral responses:4 13 (14.13%)

Could be improved: 11 (11.96%)

No answer: 4 ( 4.34%)

52 100.010%

This distribution is graphed in Figure 2.

The'nuMbers, however, tell only part of the story. In general, those

responses coded as "positive" wei almost exuberant in their praise of the,.

benefits of community colleges. .Typical answers were such thlngs as "the

greatest thing in education,""outstanding education innovation," "I believe in

them" "Neat!", "Excellent!", while those responses coded as negative displayed

far less emotional intensity of attitude. A typical answer was "are-like high

school." Furthermore, those answers coded as negative typically consisted of

comparatively short 5-10 word answers, while those coded as positive were typically

much.longer, often multi-sentential in length, again indicating a greater in-

tensity of attitude. What this means in general is that the emotional intensity 7,

of positive respOnses was much greater than that associated with the fej

negative responses.

Also of interest are those-responses coded as "Could be improved." In

general, these responses were not negative, but rather indicate positive feelings

towards community colleges with some reservations, and in some cases, there

were definite' suggestions for improvement. It may be a possibility that these

17
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'1. 10.

"could be improved" responses are in actuality pOsitive responses; if so, then

the distribution of responses would be the,folldwing:

Positive responses: 68 (73.92%)
' Negative responses: 7 ( 7.61 %)`

Neutral responses-4 13 (14.13%)
No answer: ( 4.34%)

92 100.0.0%

For statistical purposes; however, we shall use the more conservative figure

4
of 61.96% positive responses. ,Since this represents the proportion of positive

answers-to the particular stimulu "Comminity colleges, throughout this chapter,

this proportion will be called pep .6196.

If we classify all the responses into two categories, call them positive

and non-positive (where non-positive does not necessarily imply negative), then

we can say that the variable X = proportion of positive responses to the stimulus

"Community Colleges" is binomially distributed, with the follaring theoretical

probability distribution:

Number of positive Probability of obtaining this
responses number or positive responses

0

1

N-1

N

(

(N = total number of responses)

19

Fr'

(

N
) (3/5).0 (2/5)N

0

-11

(1) (3/5)- (2/5)N-1

,r

N-1

=1
) (3/5)N (2/5)1

dk

(g) (3/5)' (/5)0

k
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57.

11.

Note that this distribution closely approximates a normal distribution as N
1".

,gets larger. Furthermore, from the Law of Large Numbers, we know that as sample

size gets larger, the distribution of the sample statistic, usually the mean,

approaches normality, and the meanof this sampling distribution is dAt with

a
(:tstariclarddelrAtion(Eilsocalledastanderderrollof-.When dealing with

proportions, the sampling distribution of means also approaches normality,as sample

size gets lArger, and th mean bf this sampling distribution is A,=p=prOportion

of sample giving positive answers, with a,standard error of . In,

N
the Particular sampling distribAon 1th which we are dealing, the mean therefore

1

is pc= .6196 and the standard error WNW = .051.' Given these parameters, .s,

92

we can place confidence limits on our use of the sample mean as an estimate of

the population Mean. Because the sampling distribution -closely approximates a
5

normal distribution, then 99.735 of the area under curve will be within"' 3

standard deviations of the mean.

a=pc=.6196

.447

Shaded area is 99.73% of the
area under the curve.:

.753 N.

What this means is that 99.73% of the time, the actual population mean-will fall

intothe shaded area; i.e., the probability is 99.73% that the actual population

mean lies between y4 7 sand .753. It also means that 'given repeated sampling of

20
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sample size N=92 from the same population, over the long run we cpuleeipect

that the proportion-of Faculty answering positivelyto the stimulus item

"Community colleges" would be-between 45% and 1'5 about 99 %. of the time.. If

gr.we lower the confidence level to 90%, then the confidence li -mits ,beCome .516

and .684Ywhich means that 90% of the time, the actual population. mean will be

betWeen .516 and .684 and that'given repeated sampling of sample, size N=92 from the

same populatiOn, we would.expect the proportion of faculty answering positively
qr.

to the stimulus "Community colleges" to be between ,52% dnd.68% dthsa probability

of 90%.

R=pc=.6196

.44T .516 .6196 .684 .753

-1

e

area is 905 of. the area.
er the curve. .

4

aIn summary, most'of the'faculty are extremely enthusiastic about the

concept -in- general of the community college, and onlyvery few have negative

feelings.

21
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4. Faculty attitudes towards 'Cypress College

, I
The second stimulus item on the4questionnae was ".Cypess Calege." ,A

'.-

seMhntic analysis, using as few.categories ex Asible,Aws the followin&

bre4kdovn--1,

Positive responses: 50- (5V355)
Negative responses: 22 (23.91%)
Neutral re'sponses: . .7 ,( 7.61%)':

Could 13e improved: 7 / 7.61%);

No Traer: - ",;( 6.52 %)
100.00%

This distribution is graphed in Figure 3. - b

'Note first of all that-the propOrtion of faculty giving"positiV1 responses

.

to this stimulus' "Cypress College" is lower than the proportion given positive

answers to the stimulus "Community colleges." Furthermore, the proportion.giviflg .

negative answers to the stimulu's "Cypress College" is higher than toe proportion

of negative answers,to "Community Colleges." Again, the numbers tell only part of

the story. In general,. those responses coded as "postitve" responsed to the

- stimulus "Cypress Coll ege" were-not as enthusiastic as-those coded positiye to *

. -

the first stimulus of "Community College;"i.e:, on the whop, those faculty,* ... 40

.
w h were positive toward *press College were less enthusyptid andemlhatic

.---# ,

,

. .1, .', ,. . V
about their positive feelings. Typical respopaes Coaed=as*positive were such

things as "Ace place;"'"Pleasant-campus," "Fulfills many of the function of
4

community colleges." Furthermore, teose answerecoded as negative responses

. to the stimulus "Cypress College were on the whole more emphatiintlieir

. .

negativeness than were the negative responses to the first stimulus of "Community

Collegbs," Typical answers coded negatively to'the stimulus'"C;(pressCollegen
. .t.'

k .

IN
,

Ji 22\
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were such things as "Mediocre," "Depressing," "impersonal concrete jungle."

In summary, positive feelings-toward Cypress College were not as intense as

Pesitive feelings towards Community colleges in general, while negative feelings

towards Cypess College were more intense than negative feelings towards comMu-,

nity colleges in general.

It might,be informative to know if the-54% whc answered positiV'ely to the

- . -

stimulus "Cypress College" constitute a 'completely-contained-subset of those who

answered positively to the stimulus "Community Colleges." That is, are those

Who answered poSitiliely to the stimulus "Cypress College" the same ones (but

.fewer of them) who answered pOsitively to the stimulus "Co unity College."

The following breakdown shows how all those faculty who answered positively to
fi

the stimulus"Cypress College" distributed according to how they answered the
0

stimulus "Community Colleges":
,---

Positive responses:
Negative responses:
Could be improved:
Neutral responses:

, No answer:

43

1

5

'1

0

5o

(86:005)

( 2.005)
(10.005)

( 2.0051

( 0.005)

156M7

q

406

Note that the overwhelming majority of those who answered positively to the

stimulus "Cypress College" also answered positively to the stimulus "Community

Colleges," indicating that in general, the higher percentage ofjegative-re-

aponses to the stimulus "Cypress College" (23.91%1 as compared-to negativ,k-

responses to the stimulus of "Community Colleges" ( 7.61%) can almost entirely

be accounted for by a change in attitude from positive to negatiire by those

faculty whrtesponded positively to the stimulus "Cohmunity Colleges." This

further bears out the observation that in general faculty are less intense and ".

less positive in their feelings towards Cypress College than they were towards

the concept of community colleges in general, although it should beinOtedfhat

24
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.the majority of faculty (54%) dip have positive fee3..ings towards Cypress, and

that the percentage oenegativeresponses towards the stimulus "Cypress College"

If we classify all the responses into two categories, positive and other,

is still quite small (23.91%).

. *
then we can saytha the variable Y=proportion of positive responses to the

stimulus "Cypress College" is binOmially distributed, with the following

theoretical,prqbability distribu1ion:5

Number otf positive

responses

fr

1

Probability of obtaining this
number of positive responses

. 0 (g)(1/ )° (1/2)N

1
.

0)(1/2)1 (1/2)
N-1.

4,

Ir

N-1

.14

(
N
N
1
)(1/2)N-1.(1/2)1

(11)(1/2)N (1/2)° 54

Again, because or sample large is large, thisdistribution closely, approxi-
.

matcs.theinormal'distribution with mean= A =i=proportion of positive answers

and standard error of
N

the mean is there pct= .5435 and the standard error is

In this particular sampling distributiort,

Again,

given these parameters, we can .place confidence limits on our use of the sample

mean 4s an estimate of the population mean. For a 99-.73% level, these confidence.
4

5Note that this is,a different theoretical probabiltiy distribution than the one
described inXhapter'3, since we are here dealing with a different variable.

25
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limits'are .3875'-and .6995. This kea4s that the probability of 99.73% that the

. ect4rtal population mean lies beteen ,3875.and .6995, and /graphically sneaking,
a,

C""

that it will fall info the shaded area :

(S

X= p =.5434
CC

.

_0...7* Shaded/area is :99)735 'of .,the,

area under the cuive.

4)

.3875 .5434 .6995

/

.

Foi.a coreidencg level of 905, the limits b c .4571and .629., 4

.

t

7'=Pcc=.543'

0" 44

Shaded area is 905 of the area
under the curve.,

.3875 ..14,y7 .5434 .629 .6995

Remember that this means that with repeatedNdamp

:with respect to this partieular stimulus of "Cypress Collue,"

ulation

3 Ari

we would expec

that for about 995 of the time, the proportion of faculty responding positively,

would be between 39% and'705, and for about 90 of the time, the proportion of

4tculty respendin positively would be etween 46% and 635:

.26

1
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In summary, a little'over half Of the faculty expressed positive feelings

-'towards Cypress'College, while only 20% expressed negative feelings; however,

the'positive feelings expressed were less intense and the negative feelings

more intense than were the responses tOwardthf stimulUs
"Community Collpges."

I

S

4.

,11

494

A

2
4.

eee
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5. Faculty attitude's towards the House 11,an

The third stimulus item on the questionnaire was "The House Plan." A

semantic analysis, using as fe/r categories as possible, givft the following

breakdown:

Positive: 20 (21.74%)
Negative: 46 (5°.005)
Mixed: 10 (10.87%)
Neutral: 10 (10.87%)
No answer: 6 (.6.52%)

92 376750-,

This distribution is presented graphically in Figure 4.

In general, the nelatiye responses displayed more intensity of feeling than

'did the positive responses, i.e., those who were negative ta the House Plan

were in..general more emphatic than those who were positive. .Typical of the

responses coded as positive were "Like it", "is basically a sound idea but..."
, -

1 "
is working out better than expected," "I believe it has more pluses than minuses."

(Note theequivocation.) Typicp.1 of the responses coded as negative were

"Ridiculous!" "is.a joke,""is a mess,"-"is a bad Mistake."

With respect to the category "Mixed," responses were coded into this
F

category only`if'the respondent said specifically that his or her feelings were

mixed' or if the respondent put down two polar adjectives, such as has both.

goodand bad points."
. -

It might be informative,to-examine the subsample consisting of those who

responded negatively to the stimulus "House Plan." We shall call thk subsample
.

A witirli=46. Iewe'look at this. subsample and examine is members for their
. ,

":

28
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responses to the first stimulus, uCoMtunity colleges,",we fine the following

,distribAi.on4

Subsample A (those who answered negativoZHouse

'Positive: 24

Negative: 4

Could be improved: 9

Neutral: : f3

No answer: ' 1

a.

" )

(52.175)

( 8.70%)
(19.57%) °

(17.39 %)

( 2.17%)
100.00%

This distribution is presented graphically in Figure 5.

Note that in general, this subsample consisting of those who responded negatively,

to the stimulus "The House Plan" has a somewhat different distribution from

the subsample of those who responded non - negatively to the same stimulus; i.e we.*

can form a second subsample from all those left over after taking out those who

responded negatively. We shall call this subsaple B with N=46, and it has the

following distribution of responses to the stimulus "Community Colleges:"

Subsample B (those who answered 110-negatively to "House, Plan ").

:Positive:'
Negative:

33

3

(7144%)
, ( 6.52%)_

Could be. improved: 3 ( 6.52%)

Neutral 4 ( 8.70%)

Blank: 3

*E.g.

( 6.52%)
375703--;

-%

This distribution is presented graphically in Figure 6.

These two subsamples cannot be systematically compared to see if there ;I,. a

7'

relationship between attitudes towards the House Plan and attitudes towards the

concept of community colleges in'gencral. That is, do faculty whb have a negative

attitude toward the House Plan differ significantly in their attitude toward the

concept of community colleges in general from those faculty who have non-negative

attitudes toward the HoUse Plan?

30



-I
!

1

100

.! 90
I .

.1

PE tOEITAGES 80

70-
OF.

60.

FACULTY
50

S.

30

.20

.10

. ;

; Positive

i

. . 1 , I ,

I

1

I

! I I
t

11I- i-

I !

Figure 5.
I 1,, 1 .

i
I I.-- __..,,__ --i-1--- ------ -1 Subsample of fablaty who --.

t 1

_
; responded negatively to...,__. ,,

. "The House Plan" distri-
1 ,

t---;--------t---- -. -t --t-- -- 1--;---buted by their responses
1 ,

i 1

; I ! to "Community Colleges."

. .., Expressed as Percentagegt
-----4--- -,-----t- --1---1--i ---;------ . of N=146 e

,

1 1

I.

I i

1 - --,
1

I

.
1 i . 1 1 1 I-

1

' !
I

1 I 1 ; ' ;

1

i
i i '! i 1 ; 1

1

e . : '.- 1 - ! ! - - , - . t , _ 1 - .. _. : 1

i
i

; e

! ;

e _. ! - I

; , r. ' ii 4,V

e 4

,1

, 1 . 1

1

.., t I

,

I . . ,. , t, ,

. 1 . . .
i

t

A !

,

-52.17
.1

. 1
.

0 , I
i _ . 11

i
.

; 1

.. t . ; ;

.

I .

1 1- 1 . .. i .

1 k , 1,

. . . .: . . . - ;

, ;.'t . 1 19.57
-,, -; ! 1 1 :. ,,,,-!,,,,,...

, !,
, :

V r,
. . : 8.70 1 7

1 2,
1 ee

.

I

Negative !Could be
; ,

; i 1 liMproved
,

d ' : '1 t I ! ; :.
_, ..CLASSIF7CATION OF RESPONSES.

i .1 I--- f ' a., i

I 1 :

I : ! i
1

. -- I -

1

i i 1, 4 t It
I

1 t , ; 1

17.59

Neutral

2.17

No

answer

I I

1

nt

1

QI ,ee i I ;

re -1



I.

C .

100

.9(0

PERCENTAGES. 80
.

70
OF

1
-6o

;

FACULTY 50

I

; .4o
RESPONDING a

400

t

20

,

.4>

1

I

10

.1

ft

4

71.74

1

1

1
i I 1 I I 1 '

I I 1

.

.

1

1

i-: .1 1
I

!
1

Figure 6.
1 1

4 11 Subsample of faculty who
L. responded non-negatively

. ,* to "The HousePlan" dis-
_ tributed by their responses

to "Community_colleges.".

.1:

Expressed as percentages

--9 ! of N=46

r
1

-

« -

1

.!

4

al

;\
Negative : Could be.

r
,

,

, improved ;

il

i

I

1

1

I

. 1. 21

1

I

i
.

CLASSIFICATION OF RESPONSES.
!

hs

1
j . !

I 1 .

1 I 1 I I

,
6.--21---

1 I r 1.,

1 ; It

4

. 8.70

Neutral1
-;

;

I

I

6.52

No

answer,

' t

I.

1 1

1



.1_

24.

Note that each sub4ample, A and B, can itself be con'sidered binomically

distributed if,we classify all the responses to the stimulus "Community Colleges" :)

into two categories,' positive and non-positive. Then for each subsample, there

is _a proportion of those faculty who answered positively to the stimulus

"Community colleges:"

Proportion of those who answered
positively from subsample A = PA = .5217

Proportion of those, who answered
positively from subsamplea. a . = p

B
= .7174

These two proportions will be the ones under consideration for the test of

significant differences between subsamples A and B. Now the difference of these

two proportions itself forms a sampling distribution

the normal distribution for large sample 'sizes. The

tribution of proportip. differencesis )4
A

-
*d4tB

which closely approximates'

mean of this sampling dis-

0 with standard error of

alt B = 4 q (q-1) (2:
NA

2) ,where q=
NA PA NB PB

NZ
NA + NB

'the standard score ti.e., the test statistic for the observed difference between

. When

the two proportions of subsample A and subsample B is compUted according to the

formula: *

=
PA PB

.

CA-B

it is found that there is a significant difference between the two subsamples with

respect to the proportion of positive responses to the ptimulus "Community

Colleges".at-the .05 level (for a one-tailed test). In other words, those faculty

who responded negatively to the stimulus "House Plan" give significantly fewer

positive responses to the stimulus "Community Colleges" than did those faculty who

CP"
33
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rf esponded non-negative does not mean positive, but rather includes the catzpies'

"positive," "Neutral," "mixed," and "no answer."

Is the .same true with respect to responses to the stimulus "Cypress College"?

That is, do those faculty who responded negatively to the stimulus "House Plan"

(subsample A) respond less positively to the stimulus "Cypres& College than do

those faculty who responded positively tothe stimulus "House Plan" (subsample B).
4,7

For each subsample, the breakdown of responses to the stimulus "Cypress College"

is as follows:

Subsample A's responses to stimulus "Cypress College" (1146)

Positive: 19 , (41.30%)
Negative: 18'4* 09.13%)
Could be improved: 4 ( 8.70%)

Neutral: 3 ( 6.52%)
No answer: . 2 ( 4.35%)W 100.00%

Thisdistril;ution is graphed'in Figure 7.

Subsample B's responses to stimulus "Cypress College" (N=46)

Positive: 31 (67-.38%)

Negative: : 4 ( 8.70%)

Could be improved: 3 ( 6.52%)
Neutral: 4 ( 8.70%)

No answer: 4 ( 8.70%)

V6. 100.00%

This distribution is graphed in Figure 8.

Again, the cAstributions for each subsample can be considered bi dmial if we

collapse the categories to positive and non-positive, and a n we can test for

the difference between the two tubsamples With reps4Cno the following pro-

(
-

portions:

Proportion of those who answered poetively
to "Cypreis College" from subsample A = p

A
= .4130
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Proportion of those wholamswered positively
to " Cypress College" froi sasample B ttl)

B
= .67311.
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Using the.same kind of sampling distribution of differences between proportions

and the same test statistic as used earlier, it is found that there is a signi-

ficapt difference between the two subsamples with respect to the proportion

of positive respondes to the stimulus "Cypress College" at'the .405 level (for a

one-tailed test). In other words, faculty who responded negatively to thel,

c4

stimullis "House Plan" give significatnly fewer positive:responses to the stimulus

"Cypress College" than did those who responded non-negatively to thelyeriulus

"House Plan."

. In summary, half of the faculty responded negatively to the stimulus "The

House Plan." This half of the faculty also gave significantly fewer positive

responses to the stimuli "Community College" and-"Cypress College" than did the

other half of the faculty, indicating that there may be a relationship between

feelings towards the HoUse Plan and feelings towards the concept of.community

colleges in general and Cypress College in particular, but at this point, it

is not possible to say whether or not this is a causal relationship.' It should '

be noted, however, that 40% of those faculty who responded negatively to the

stimulus "The House Plan" had positive feelings towards' Cypress.

cs
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6. Reported positive aspects of the House ;plan

. The fourth stimulus was "The.thingI like about the House plan is." The

distribution of responses for the entire sample is as follows: (N=92)

ir
Proximity and grouping of faculty with

.similar interests

Greater teacher-student interaction

12

10,

(13.04%)

(10.87%)

'Smaller, more intimate units of peoples,

Grouping toAther of students with

9 ( 9.78%)

,4; similar interests 6 ( 6.52%)

Greater student involvement in campus life 5 4. .( 5.44%)

Physical arrangements and attractiveness 5 ( 5,44%)

Convenience of services, such as clerical
and food ` services 5 ( 5.44%)

Proximity of counseling services 4 ( 4.35%)

. k.

Other (irrelevant or illegible answers)
\--

Nothing (as(as in "There is nothing,/ like

'about the House Plan.") :

No 'aniwer,
11.

12.

15

9
92

(13.04%)

(16.30%)'

( 9.78%)

1.6670.7'

. -

Note that the greatest single category of response was "Proximity and grouping

of faculty with similar interests." Note further that 'although there were 15

"Nothing" responses14 of them expectably from the iubsample of faculty who

responded negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan," that, nonetheless the rest

04 the:subsample that responded negatively to the stimulus "The House'Plan" were

4-

38
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able to come up with positive aspects of the House Plan. A breakdown of the

entire sample into two subsamples, those who responded negatively to the

'stimulus "The House Plan" and those who responded non-negatively, may be instruc-

tive with respect to how they viewed positive aspects of the House Plan:

A

Subsample A (negative responses to the stimulus "The House Plan). N=46

Proximity and group of facility with
similar interests 4 ( 8.70%)

Greater student-teacher interaction 4 ( 8.70%,)

Smaller, more intimate unite of people 2 ( 4.35%)

Grouping together of students with
similar interests 0 ( 0.00%).

"IP
Greater' student 1;nvolvement in

campds life 2 ( 4.350

Physical arrangements and
attractiveness (10.87 %')

Convenience of services, such as
clerical and food services 1, ( 2,17%)

Proximity of counseling services 2 ( )
A,

Other (irrelevant or illegible answers)

Nothing (as in "There is nothing
;ihe about the House. Plan.")

No answer z

9 (19.575)

114 (3(1.42%)

3 ( 6.525)
100.00%

Sdbsample B (no negative responses to the stimulus ".douse Plan." N=46

Proximity and grouping of faculty with
similar interests

Greater student-teache interaction

Smaller, more intimate units of people

(

39
4

8 (17.40%)

6 563,04%)

7 '), (15-.22%)
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Subsamble'B (cont.,

4
Grouping together of studdhts with

Similar interests

Greater student'involvement in
campus life

A

Convenience of services, such as
clerical and food-services

Proximity of counselingsseryices

Other (irrelevant or illegible ansp)

Nothing,(as in "There is nothing I
like 'about,the Hoise Plan.").

No answer

6 13:04%)

0 ( 0.00%)

(8.70%)

e 4.35%)r- 0._

,( 6:525)

1 2.17%)

6 (13.045)
100.00%

Note that for subsample B (those who answered non-negatively to the.stimulus

"The House Plan"), the greatest respbnse to a single category 14r8.8 for-the

category "proximity and eoupingarrgulty with similar intereita," while*

.

for subsample A (those who answered negative e stimulus "The
4

House Plan")

this category had a Comparatively small numbe responses, and this subsample

instead saw the physical arrangements and architectural attractiveness being

the single most important positive aspect, of the'Hdusp Plan. "Art

40
C

r's

A
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Reported negative aspects of the House Plan

The fifth stimulus on the questionnaire was "The thingI don't like -about

the House Plan The distribution of responses for the entire sample is as,

folloWs% (N=92)

Diffusion (separateness, segregation,
isolation, compartmentalization)

Uses too much money

Duplication of materials and services

Impossibility of overcoming effects of

+ 42 (45.65%)

11 (11.96%)

5 ( 5.43%)

a commuter college 5 (-5743%)

Fostered by the administration 4 ( 4.35%)1

Lack of privacy' .. 2 ( 2217%).

Bad food
. .

,

Nothing (i.e., there are no negative
.aspects of the House Plan)

Everything (i.e., all aspects' of the
House Plan are negative

Other (irrelevant orillegible,ansWers)

1 ( 1.09%)

1 ( 1.09%)

3 ( 3.26%)

7 ' ( 7.61%)

No angwef 11 (11.96%)

92 100.00%

The category "diffusion" (also expressed as "separateness," "isolation,""segre-
.

gation," "compartmentalization," lack of communication,," ft divisiveness, It "frag-

mentation," etc.) includes all those answers in which respondents expres\\sed as

a negative aspect of the House Plan that it diffuses, divides, or otherwise

separates either faCulty from other facutly or:students from other students. The
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category "Impossibility of overc oming effects of a commuter college" includes

those answers in which respondants expressed that they felt that nothing, in-

eluding t House Plan, would be able to:overcome the effects of a commuter

college. The remaining categories are self-explanatory.

Note that in contrast to the stimulus "The thing I 1 ke about the House

Plan is," where there were widely. scattered responses, in this case, almost

half of the responses dealt with the diffusing aspect'of the House Plan.' Note

further that there is a alight, but difinite, indication that the negative itti-.

tude toward the Hous

4tude, as shown by the

lan may be a more' stable attitude than the posit ve atti-

ollowing: of the 46 persons who responded negativlk to

the stimulus "The House Plan," 14 (or 305,14.of them answered that they did not
o

find anything positive about the House Plan. In contrast, of the 20 persons'who

responded positively to the stimulus

breakdown of responses to "The House

aspects o ?the House Plan. 'In other

"The House Plan" (see page

6
Plan) ,"16 of these 20 did

words, on the whole, there

19 for the

find negative

is a tendency

,

for those who responded negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan" to be more
..

stable in their attitude than arse those who responded positively to the same

stimulus.

.If we again break down the entire sample into.two subsamples, those who
.

responded negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan," and those who responded

positively to thesame stimulus, then we find the following distributions with
46

respect to he riggatlas aspects of the House Plan (remember that non-negative

'includes pos tive, neutral, and mixed responses):
._.

. 6
Remember that Ile positive responses are only part of the non-negative
subsample, which. also includes neutral and mixed answers.

Y.
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Subsample A (Those whO resporad negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan)

Diffusion (separateness, segregation,

isolation, compartmentalization) 20 (43.48%)

Uses too much money 7 (15.22%)

Impossible. to overcome the effects
of a commuter college . 5 (10.87%)

Duplication of Materials and services 3 ('6.52%)

Everything (i,e., all aspects of the
1House Plan are negative)

3
( 6.52%).

3bstered by the Administration 2 ( 4.35%)

Lack of privacy 1 ( 2.17%)

Bad food O. ( MO%)
4 t

Other (irrelevant or illegible answerel 3 ( 6.52%)

No answer 2 °( 4.35%)

Vg. 10 . 0%

Subsample B (Those who responded non-negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan"
low

Diffusion (separateness, segregation,

isolation, ormpartmentalizat4on)

Uses tdb much money

Impossible to overcome the effects of

22

4

4

(47.82%)

( 8.70%)

a commuter College 0 ( 0.00%)

Duplication of materials and services 2 ( 4.35%)

Everything (i.e., all aspects of the
House Plan are negative) 0 ( 0.00%)

Fostered by the Administration ( 4.35%)

Lack of-privacy 1 ( 2.17%)

'Bad food 1 ( 2.17%)

Nothing (i.e ,/there are no negative
aspects of the House Plan) 1 ( 2.17%)

Other (irrelevant or illegible answers) 4 ( 8.70%)

No answer 9 (19:17%)

43 d-
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Note the high degree of agreement between the two sithsamples with respect to

the two negative aspects named most often: diffusion (also expressed .4$.

separateness, segregation, etc.) id cost. Where the two sdbsamplet differ is
. -

with respect to the third most-named negative aspect; about 11% subsample A

reported the impossibility of overcoming the effects of a commuter college as

the negative aspect of the House Plan, while subsemple B reported the duplication

of materials and-services,and the fact that the House Plan is fostered by the

Administration as the third place-negative aspects- of the House Plan;

In sum._pry, diffusion was named most often as a negative aspect of the

House Plan" and those who responded negatively, it was also found that diffusion

e-aspect of- the House -p?-a.

4,4
dr'
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8. Faculty attitudes towards the administration

36.

The sixth and last stimulus on the questionnaire was "The administration

here." the distribution of responses for the entire sample vas as follows: (792)

'-6---- r Positive responses: 26 (28.26%)
Negative responses: 46 (50.00%)

Mixed responses: 11. (11.96%)

U

Neutral responses:
No answer:

This distribution is graphed in Figure 9.

5 ( 5.43%)
4 ( 4.35%),

92- 1.(706707.

In general, the negative responses displayed more.intensity of feeling

than did the positive responses.. With the. exception of a pry few. enthusiastic

responses,-Such as 'Fantastic-very cooperative," "Great!" and "Excellent from

my'viewpoint," the positive responses were somewhat "toned- down" or qualified,

For example, there were responses such as "seems all right to me," ':so far has

been fair to me," "so far, so good," "by and large doing an adequate job,"

appears fendly," "seems reasonably open to student input," "open-minded in

general," "o.k. little leadership...but little interference also." Again, with

O

very few exceptions, most of the responses coded as positive were quite Short with

respect to the number elicit by the Ftimulus phrase. In contrast, those

responses coded as negative in neral displayed more "intensity of feeling,

either through a short pointed comment or through a list of reasons and/or

explanations of the negative aspects of the daministration. For example, there

-----
Imre responses such as "is for the birds," "doesn't care," "no comment::" "Lacks

.
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conviction!". Other responses coded as negative consisted of ists of what the

s consisted ofrespondants felt were problem areas in the administration; othe

long explanations of the respondants' negative feelings.

If we classify all the responses into two Categories, negative and non-
4

negative, then we can say that the variable Z=proportion of negative. responses

to the stimulus "The Administration here" is binomially distributed,? with

the mean of the sampling distribution of A, =p=proportion of sample giving

negative responses, With a standard error of p ; i.e., the mean in this

particular case is p=.5000 and the standard error is .052. Given these parameters,

we can again place confidence limits on our use of the sample mean as an estimate

of the population mean. Again, because de sampling distribution closely resembles

a normal distribution, then 99.73% of the area under the curee will be within

+ °3 standard deviations of the mean.

p=.5000

41..,...r.Shaded area is 99.73% of the area'
under the curve.

.g44 moo .656

What this 'Means again is that 99.73% of the time, the actual pc,:lation ,mean

gill fall into the shaded area; i.e.,
o

populati!on mean lies betireen .344 and
,

sampling of sample size N=92 from the same population, that over the long run we

the probability is 99.73%

.656. It also means that

that the actual

given repeated

,

could expect that the. proportion of faculty_answering negatively to the stimulus

"The Administration here" would be between 34% and 66% about 99% of the time..

r.
7 . .

See page:3.3:6 and 16 fa'r more complete explanation of the operations described
in a brief from.here. We are here doing exactly thesame things,a*on pages 10
and 16, but wfith a different variable:,

47
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If we lower the confi ence level to 90%, then the confidence limits become .398

and .602. ry

p=.5000

e,P...'

b. '

i'

''';

A.<7------ Shaded area is 90% of the area

t

-I,,..

under the curve.

Ift 1.

.344 .398 .5000 .602 .656

This means that given repeated sampling of sampl

ci-

i6 N=92 from the same popu-

lation, that we would expect the proportion of faculty responding negatively to

the stimulus "The Administration here" to be between 39%'and 60.about 9e of

cl.the time.

Note that while the proportion of negative responses to "The Administration

here" was the same percentage as negative responses to "The House Plan," that it

was not the same 50% responding atively in both cases. That is, some of those

persons who responded negatively to "The House Plan" responded positively (or at

least non-negatively) to ItThe, Administration here," while some of those persohs

who responded negatively to "The adminfstration here." The, relationships between

these four subsamples can perhaps best be illustrated through a Venn diagram,

which is used in probability and logic to show the logical relationship between

- sets., In the Venn diagram (Figure A. on page 40), each, region ofqlor represents.

a particular subsample. For example, the blue region represents what We.have bien
1

_calling,subsample A, which consists of all.those faculty who responded negatively.

to the stimulus "The House Plan." ',The black region represents all those facUlty.
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Figure A.

Venn diagram illustrating
'logical relationships
beven subsamples.

indicates subsample of negative responses to "The House Plan."

indicates subsample of negative repponses to-"The Administration
here."

indicates subsample of positive responses to "The House Plan." I

Space colored indicates subsample of positive responststo "The Administration
here."

Note that area sizes in this diagram do not indicate substimple size.

Areas of overlapping colors indicate'the--intersection of two subsamples. For
example, the area of overlap between blue and green indicate those persons iho
answered negatively to both the stimuli "The House Plan" and "The Administration."
The area of blue not overlapping any other color indicates those persons who answered
negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan" but who had neither positive nor
negative feelings towards the.stimulus "The Administration here."

.

J

,7
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0 who responded positively to the stimuius'"The'House Plan." The intersection or

, . t
overlapping of two colors, for example, blue and green, indicate the subsample

A

consisting of those persons who responded negatively to both the stimuli'"The
.

. .

House Plan" and ':The Administration here", but note that the green space (fleas.-

tive answers to "The Administration here") is not the same as the blue space
. .

(negative responses. to "The House Plan ")," If it were the same 50'k of the faculty

answering negatively to both "The House Plan" and "The Admiriistration here,"

then the blue and green areas would toiaNy over each other and occupy the same

space.

This Venn diagram of .course does not show relative proportions of each sub-

sample, so it may be furither instructive divide IAD the total sample into two

s

subsample,- broken down according to attitude toward Administration, with sub -

sample C consisting of negative responses to "The Administration here," and sub-

ri
*, ple'D consisting of non-negative responses to "The Administration here." The

J 1

following are the distributions for these two subsamples with respect, to responses

to "The House Plan," which will in cidentally ful)thet indicate that it is not-the
'

same 505 of the faculty responding nps

Administration here":

,u-
vrely to,both "The House Plan" and "The

MO
4 "

Subsample C (Those responding negatively tat e Administration here.") N.,46

Attitudes towards House Pl an:

Positive re ponses:
Negative responses
Mixed responses:
Neutral responses:
No answer:

1.74%)

o(5,8.70%)

(l007/)
( 6.52%)

( 2.175)k
190.00%

4

1
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Subsample D (Those responding non-negatively to "The Administration here.'!) N=16 ,4

Attitudes towards house Plan:

Positive responses: 10
Negative responses: 19
Mixed responseg: 5),

Neutrdl responses: 7/

No answer: 5

(21.74%)
'(41.305)

(10.875)
(15.22%) ,

(10.875)

100.00%

Note that subsample C's proportion of, negative responses to the stimulus'"The

House Plan" is higher than that of subsample D, and we can test for whether or

not this difference is significant if we again assume that this variable, attil

tude towards House Plan, is binomially distributed. Then for each subsample,

there is Nproport on of those faculty who answered negatively to the stimulus

"The House Plan":

Proportion of those who answered
negatively from subsample C:

Proportion of those who answered
negatively from subsample D:

,= pc= .5870.

= p
D
=".4130

These two, proportions will be the ones under consideration for the test of

significint differences between subsample C and D.with respect to attitudes

toward the House Plan. Again,
8

the difference of these two proportions itself

forms a sampling distribution which closely approximates the normal distribution

for large sample.sizes. The mean of this sampling distribution of proportion

differences is JLIL
d

- 0 with standard error of 1 1C "LD
06.

N
)

C

Where ci o.

NsN
8
This Is the same operation-fem on page 24, but dealingt`however, with different
subsamples..

No Po
ND PD

,0
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When the standard scor'e (i.e., the test statistic for the observed difference

between the two proportions of subsample A'and subsample B) is computed accord-

ing to the formula Z 0 Pc ' PD

a

\xtest, there is a significant difference between the two subsamples with respect
. ,

.e.

to theproportion of negative responses to the stimulus "The House Plan" at the
....---

'4

it is found thatfor a one-tailed .

.05 level. In other words, those faculty who responder negatively to the *imulus.

"The Administration here" have significantly more negative responses to the

stimulus "The House Plan" than did those faculty who responded non-negatively to

the stimulus "The Administration here."

We can.also test for whether or not the two subsamples differ'significantly

With respect to attitudes towards community colleges in general. The distributions
ebr .

of respOnses for the subsamples with respect to responses to the stimulus

"Community Collages" are the following:

Subs m le C (Those'who answered negatively to

Reston es to stimulus "Community Colleges."

Positive responses:

Negative responses~ `
Could be improved:

Neutral responses:
e-

t

"The Administration hpre.") N=46

25

7

7

7
76*

s.

(54:345):

(15.225),
(15.225)

(15.225)
100.0C*

SubsampleD (Thcfse who answered non-negatively to 41The Administration here,") N =46
Ny

Responses to stimulus "Community College."

Positive responses:

Negative responses:
Could be improved:
Neutral responses:
No answer's

e32

4
6

(69.56%)
( 0.005)
( 8,7o%)
(13.o45)-
i 8.7o%)
100.005
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We shall again assume dicholtomous respOnse categories in order to'assute a

binomial distribution. We shall be dealing with the proportion in each sub-
.

sample of those who responded positively to the stimulus "Community Colleges":

J
Proportion of those who answered

positively from subsample G: = p, = :5434

Proportion of those who answered
positively from subsample D:' = p

D
= .6956

Again, using the same sort of significance test as was used on page 42, in which

the sampling distribution of the difference between the proportionp is.u;ed, it

is found that for a one-tat1ed test, there is a significant difference between

the two subsamples with respect to the proportion of positive responses to the

stimulus "Community Colleges" at the .05 level. In other words, those faculty

who responded negatively to the stimulus "The Administration here" have signifi-

cantly fewer positive responses to the stimulus "Community Colleges" than.did

those faculty who responded non-negatively...to the stimulus "The Administration

here."

We can further test for differences between the two subsamples faith respect ,

Ito their attitudes toWards "CYpress College." The distribirtions of resionses

for the subsamples with respect to respopsesto the stimulus 'Typress College"'

are the following: J

Subsample C (Those who answered negatively to "The Administration here.") N=46

,Responses to stimulus , "Cypress College."

tositive responses:. 20
Negative responses: 17
Could be improved: 6
Neutral responses: 2
No answer: 1

'(43.48%)

(36.96%)

113.04%)

4.35%).
2.17%)

100.00

.."
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Plan, the concept of community colleges in general,'and Cypress College, with
to

... . . .., -..

the negative subsample giving significantly more negative responses to "The
,

,- ,

House Plan," and significantly 'fewer positive responses,to both "Community .-

Cogeges" and Cypress College." In other words, there appears to be a relatiOn-
.

ship between,attitudestowards these. four stimuli, but one cannot assume that this
. ,

.../1
is a causal relationship o r'make any assumptions^"about the d ction of causality.

i
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9. Afterword

Faculty in eneral were extremely enthusiastic, about the concept of

community dolleg in general, and most felt that Cypress Is a good example

47.

of what a community college should be. Half of the sample expressed neetiire

feelings toward the House Plan, although most of them were able to list some

,advantages of it. About one-fifth of the 'sample expressed positive feelings.

towards the House. Plan, and the remainder Were either neutral, had mixed feelirigs,

or refused to answer. The half of the faculty expressing negative feelings

towards the administration was not the same half who expressed negative feelings

towards the House Plan, although wielationship was found between the two

variables. Furthermore, it was found that in general, there were relationships

between attitudes towards the concept of community colleges in general, towards
o

Cypress College in particular, towards the House Plan, and towards the admini-

stration; although at this time no . causality or dire,tionof causality can be

imputed.

.407 car
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Subsample D (Those who answered non-neatively to "The Administration here.")

Responses to stimulus "Cypress College"

Positive responses:_ 30 (65.22%)
Negative4esponses: 5 ,- (10:7%)
Could be improved: 1 (12:17%)
Neutral responses: 5 (10:87,1)
No answer:

A
5 (10:87%)g 100.00%

Again.assuming binomiality of the variable, we shall be dealing with the follow-,

ing proportions from each subsample of those faculty who responded positively to
L

the'stimulus "Cypress College":

Proportion of those *ho answered
positively from subsample C; = pc= .4348

Prbportion of those who answered
positively from subsample D: = p = .6522'

"4-

Again, testing for whether or not the difference between these proportions is

significant using the same test as before, we find that for a one tailed test,

/

there is a significant difference betweep the' two subsamples at the .01 level;

i.e., those facility who responded negatively to theistiMulus-"The Administration

here" gave significantly fewer'positive responses to the stimulus "Cypress

Collegen'than did those faculty who responded non-pegatively to the stimulus

"Th dministration here."
1/

summary, when the .entire sample is dividld into twoisubbamples consist-

ing of faculty who desponded, negatively to "The Administration here" and -those

who responded non-negatively, it is found that there -are significant differences
4

between the two subsamples with respect to their attitudes towards the House

56
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